
To 


•THE HO-N'OURABLE I HE AGENT TO THE 

Govebxob-Gsnkeal, Eajpuiana. 


Bauswara State : Appellant 

Berst/is 

The Rao of Gahhi : Respondent. 


Appeal against tlie order and decision of the Resident, He- 
war, dated 23rd SeptemlDer 1912, so far as it goes against 
the Appellant, and awards the Respondent a half, share 
of the net onstoins revenue of the Shergarh District 
with effect from the date when the onstoms 
Post was estalDlished at Salnpat ley the 
Banswara State. 


The Appellant above-named maVeth his submission in. the manner 
following: — 

1. That the question involved in the present case is of the hijjhest 
importance to the Banswara State in as much as it directly affects one of 
the most essential ingredients of its rights of sovereignty. And the ques- 
tion naturally arises wli-.it would ultimately become of the State if such an 
important right as the levy of customs duties (universally admitted to 
belong to the S'Vertiyn) is allowed to dwindle away little bj- little, specially 
in a case like the present where the claimant (the Rao of Garhi) has 
admitledhi failed to make out his case. It is aUo a matter for consideration 
whether the Jagird.irs can be gniduallj' permitted t) replace the State and 
have direct relations with fqreiijn States, which the levying of customs 
duties necessarily iiivulvts, Tlie attention of the Honourable the Agent to 
the Governor-General is invited to the findings of the learned Resident 
wiiicli one and all are in f.ivour of the Banswara State and rightly too as 
will be shown later. Tlie only result that could have followed in such a 
case was a dismissal of the Rao of Garhi’s claim, '1 he appellant hardly 
consideis it neee-sary before a learned Judge like the present officer holding 
the exalted office of the Agent to the Govenior-G-eneral to refer to any law 
ill this connection. But it would not be out of place to do so, and he begs 
to be cxcu.‘cd for inviting his attention to the principles which are ordinarily 
foIloAved in such rases. 

(a) A plaintiff mu.st abide by his plaint, and he cannot, after the 
parties have come to trial, abandon his own story .and adopting 
that of his opponent ask relief on that footing. I. L. R. 5 
Cal. 602. 

(Jj) A plaintiff having come into Court upon one title which he asks 
to have declared and fiiils to prove, he cannot claim the decla- 
ration of another. 23 W. R, 437. 

(c) The determination in a cause must be founded upon a case either 
to be found in the jdeadings, or involved in or consistent with 
' the case thereby made. I, L. R. 14 Cal. 801. 
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2, This is n case which turns entirely upon facts. If there is any 
•Isiw, it is in favour of the Banswara Stale. Jn fact the Rao admits that 
ordinarily tlie riglitto collect customs dues should belong to the State as it 
is one of the rights of Sovereignty. But at the same time he sets up 
'sonption, ) The nppellaiit, however, fnils to see how ri(j}it< of sovereignty 
could be jicqiiircd by i)re.svr!i)tion. Land and easement? may be so acquired, 
but not rights oC sovereignty, by a subject as against the State to which 
he o\\e< allegiance Further, how can the ordinary civil t^technially called 
Municipal) law apply to soven ign rights ? 1£ any legal princi|)les have any 
bearing in a case like this it is the lime-honoured maxims quoted below 
from Broom’s Legal Maxims (pp. oO 51 and p, o4» Indian Edition 1904) 
<1) aysf' oj lime does not hor the light tf the CroWfd' and 
title of ihe Kdng aod the titlt of a subject Cfiiciir^ the Kmy's litte muat be 
preftTV 7,” llie follnuuig is the commentary vn Maxim No. 1 in Broom’ 
work “In pursuance of the principle already considered of the sovereign’s 
incapability of 'doing wrong, the law also fletermines that in the Crown 
there can be no negligence or laches, and therclore it was formerly held that 
no delay in resorting to his remedy would bar the King’s right, for the 
time and attention of the Sovereign must be supp^'sed to lie occupied by the 
cares of Government, nor is there any reason (hat he shoid^t snjfer by the 
negligeme if his officers^ or by their fraudulent collusion with the adotrse 
•party. 

Tliese remark-S'are very -apposite in the present case, in view of the large 
influence admittedly po^ses-ed by the Raos of Gai him the pa-t in the Poli- 
tics and Administraition of the Ibmswara State. Rao Katau Singh of Garhi, 
it may be observed, av^is manager of the Banswara State from lb4‘l to 1852, 
and Kamdar from 1874 to 1876, If, therefore, betook undue advantage of 
lii.s position of trust, he or his successors c\n not acquire any rights adversely 
to the Slate or retain any benefits gained by an abuse of his trust. 

o. Tho Appellant stands on the merits of his case and relies net merely 
on the general presumption in his favour to the effect that tiie customs belong 
to the Sovereign^^ but upon pnsiiive evidence of nceoant-bnoL's^ extending 
over a laive number of years and exis'tirig in the Hecord office of the State^ 
which books contain entries of recovery of cu-toins dues by the Slate 
Appendix I) aud aho upon clear adniissions of one of the ancestors thQ 
Respondent himself, one of the most influential Rao.s of G irhi. and^f Lahana 
Flinches belonging to Agarpura in Garhi and other J.mir villages This ^vi- 
dence will be adverted to later on. But at this point it is necessary to ex[)lain 
that the Banswara State was given a veiy short time to make its comments on 
the appeal of the Rao of Garhi 1o the Resident, as well as to refer to such 
evidence as it could lay hands on within that time. This Avould clearly 
appear from the last para of the letter from the Kamdar of the State to 
the Political Agent (see Appendix 2 )• It is therefore hoped that in the 
interests of justice, and in view of the large interests involved, the Honour- 
able the Agent to the Governor-General will be pleased to admit and take 
into consideration the account-books iind other evidence which could not be 
placed before the Resident through no fault of the State and which evidence 
taken as a whole makes the cpse for the ^tate unshakeable, 




4. The pres^rviition oE all ancient rights and privileges o£ the Kative 
States in India has been the practice of our Benign British Government, 
whose high authorities have repeatedly been emphasising the same policy. 
It is therefore hoped that in a case like the present ivhere the State only 
asks for its just rights, the Hon'ble the Agent to the Governor-General 
Avill be pleased to afford the State protection and not allow its rights to be 
curtailed, simply because the Respondent has chosen to make a claim which 
he has failed to substantiate, backed as he is by a combination jof all the 
Jagirdars of the State, who have a common interest in the claim of the Rao 
succeeding and are therefore prepared to make any assertions against the 
State if it would only directly or indirectly serve their interests also. The 
case of the Jagirdars of Khandu and Arthuna can furnish no precedent in 
as much as the concession in their case was conditional and subject to re- 
consideration at the close of the period during which the State remained 
under administration {vide copy of the Assistant Resident’s order dated 
13th July 1905 attached. Appendix 3) and it may be assumed that the6^/n/e 
has the intention to forward an objection thereto, whenever the contingency 
of its Ruler receiving full powers again shall arise. 

5. The chief issue to be examined and decided in the case is aptly put 
by the learned Resident thus; “Has the appellant (the Rao of Garhi)cstablished 
his contention that the Garhi Thikana, and not the B.answara State has the 
right to levy customs dues in Shergarh Ilaka ?” 

(1) Now what evidence has the Rao produced in support of his 

claim. Account-books there are none (at any rate none have 
been produced so far) and in face of the clear and over- 
whelming evidence produced by the State, it is difficult to believe 
that the Rao could have in his possession any such account- 
books as he alleges. 

(2) A close examination o£ the alleged evidence for the Rao would 

disclose the fact that he has tried to conceal the weakness of his 
cause under a load of ineffective aroruments. When he made his 
claim he alleged enjoyinent for over a century. But the 
supposed evidence which he relies on relates according to 
his own showing only to a period of forty years. Thus from 
over a century he has come down to a period of forty years, and 
that too is a mere assertion without proof. 

(3) As against the assertion of the Rao of Garhi that, when in 1870 

the officials of the Banswara State tried to claim the right to 
levy customs in the villages of Garhi no claim was raised as 
regards Shergarh, the learned Resident rightly finds that this 
statement has not been supported, as it might reasonably be 
expected that it should be, by extracts from the correspon- 
dence which must have taken place in respect of the claim 
raised by the Banswara State (para 8 of Judgment), 

As against the said assertion of the Rao the State relies on a clear 
admission of the year 1871 of the Rao’s ancestors, which shows that the 
State was in enjoyment of the customs dues even in 1870. 
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(a) 1 he said aiimission is contained in a letter* dated Bhadwa Badi 

loth Siinibat ] 928 (A. D. 1871) from Ilao llatan Singh oE 
Garhi to Colonel J, P. Nixon, Political Agent, Mewar. In 
that letter, the said Bao clearly admits that the Banswara Durbar 
have been levying customs duties in his Patta (estate) from time 
immemorial and no exception is taken as regards bhergarh. The 
Kao, liowcvcr complains that the Durbar are levying from As- 
samies living on his estate customs duties twice over (that is, 
on imports from foreign territory as 'well as on imports from 
one place to another within the district. 

(b) The same thing is borne out bj’ a petition,*' dated Maha Sud 5th 

biimbat 1928 (1871 A. D.) from Labana Punches of village 
Agarpura (so called after Thakur Agar Singh of bhergarh), 
Taluqua Udaignrh (the name of the estate of the Kao of Garhi, 
so called after Thakur Udai Singh) and other villages to Col. J. 
P. Nixon, Political Agent, Mewar, compL, lining of the raising of 
duties in their villages by the Banswara Darbar. The Assistant 
Political Agent’s order No. 200 dated the 21st February, 1872 
on the above complaint is to the effect that he docs agree that 
the duties are high, but regrets that he is im-.iblc to interfere as 
it is a matter within the authority of the Banaswara Durbar. 

(c) In this connection attention may bo drawm to two Parwanas of 

Sambat 19M and a petition of the Kno of Gariii of the same 
vear {Appendices 6 and 7) which are very important. By Parwana 
No. 78 dated Bhadwa Bud 9th Sambat 194J, Rao Gambir 
Singh of Garhi was ordered to direct the Mahnjans of Shergarh 
llnka to pay customs duty to the State on goods imported from 
Gujrat at the customs houses appointed by the State and the 
Rao was warned that if he failed to carry out orders, the Durbar 
would be obliged to post a customs oflicer, (Nakedar) at 
Shergarh itself. 

In reply to this the HaooE Garhi submitted a petition (Appendix 7) in 
which he submitted that the names of the smugglers should have been 
communicated to him and added that although the merchants of Shergarh 
said that they did not smuggle an}' goods yet they had been warned that 
when they brought goods from foreign territorj' to Shergarh and sold them 
there, they should invariably pay the customs dut}’’ leviable thereon and 
that if any smuggling was proved, they would be punished. 

The Rao of Garhi, however, had also mentioned in his petition that 
most of the merchants who had their shops at Shergarh were from Kalinjara 
and other places outside hisJnglr. With reference to this, the Jagirdar 
was told in a fresh “Parwana No. 2590 dated Katik Sud 11th Sambat 1944 
that the State order applied not merely to Mahajans of Kalinjara, &c.,but to 
all Mahajans who should export or import articles to or from foreign 
territory. 




These documents furnish valuable evidence of the enjoyment by the 
State of the customs dues in Shergarh District also, for if the Kao of Garhi 
was himself leavying or considered himself entitled to levy customs duty 
from merchants at Shergarh, nothing would have been more natural than 
for him to have said so, 

(^d) These admissions taken with the direct evidence of recovery of the 
customs dues by Banswara Durbar as furnished by a large number 
of account-books (vide Appendix 1) and the general presumption 
naturally existing in favour of the Durbar make the case for 
Banswara unrebuttable. 

(m.) With reference to a complaint of the Rao of Garhi about the 
lev)' of customs duty in his Paita (Estate) by the Banswara 
Durbar, the leaimed Resident finds as follows : — • 

“ But the fact that the Banswara State denies that the Rao of Garhi was 
entitled to take such duties and that by the Rao’s own showing the Durbar 
had been collecting duty in his Thikana is evidence rather against, than for, 
the claim that the Jiigirdar of Garhi has enjoyed uninterrupted and undisturb- 
ed the rio-ht to collect customs duties in the Shergarh portion of his Thikana.” 
(Para 9 of judgment.) 

(^v) With reference to the Rao’s contention that no attempt was made 
by Kamdars of Banswara in 1869, 1894, and 1902 to claim the 
right to take the Sayar of the Shergarh llaka, the Resident’s 
finding is as follows: — 

“The argument cannot be accepted in the face of the entries in the Bahis 
of the Banswara State w'hich show as reported by the Assistant Resident, 
that duty on exports from the Shergarh llaka Avas levied by the State in 
1882 and 1885, and that in 1893 a fine w’as imposed by the State in ivspect 
of the sale of opium in Shergarh on which no duty had been paid to the 
Banswara State. There is nothing on the record to show that the Rao of 
Garhi raised any protest against the collection of the duties and the fine 
alluded to.” (para 10 of the judgment). 

The position of Banswara, it may be remarked, is further strengthened 
by the additional account-books traced since the Uesident’s order. 

With reference to the fine alluded to, a perusal of the copy of the original 
account (Appendix 8) is invited to shew that the amount W'hich the State 
recovered was not only for fine but for fime m addition to the duty tthich 
should have been paid. 

(vi) The contention of the Rao of Garhi that the State did not credit 
the customs-duties recovered from Shergarh during the minority 
of Rao Sangram Singh, Avhen the Thikana was under the manage- 
ment of the State, to itself, but credited them to the Thikana, is 
also incorrect. The entries in the State Bahis referred to below 
show that even during Jiao Sangram Sing's minority the State 
credited to itself the customs-dues collected from the Shergarh 
District. 
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{a) Biihi o£ Sainbnt J 947, p. 35. 

{5) liahi o£ Sambat 1948, pp. 197, 213, 214 and 215. 

(c) Bahi of Sambat 1940 p. 217. (For details plc.ase see Appendix 1.) 

(n’j) On the contention of the Bao that the letter from the Diiugarpur 
Durbar dated the 14th February 1872, establishes the right of 
the Garhi Jagirdar to collect customs in the Shcrg.arh Ilaha, the 
learned Resident finds that “there is nothing in the wording of 
the letter to prove that it refers to the Shergarh portion of the 
Thikana.” 

It may be pointed out here that the Rao of Garhi still holds Patta 
Chhitri from Dungarpur, and it is only to that Patta that the ^laharawal 
■of Dungarpur’s letter could apply. The vety tone of the letter leaves no 
■doubt on the point. The letter is an order of the Dungarpur Durbar to 
the Garhi Kao to make special arrangements for Watch and Ward on the 
occasion of pilgrims passing through his portion on their w.ay to the sacred 
fair held at Sabla in Dungarpur State. And it is clearly stated in the 
letter that a failure to make the necessary arrangements would entail 
•on the Rao personal responsibility for any loss caused by his neglect 
•of the Dungarpur Durbar’s order. Such a letter could only be addressed 
to a servant or Jagirdar of the Dungarpur State, 

With reference to Mnharawal Lachman Singh’s letter of khatri, 
addressed to Rao Katan Singh in Sambat 1920, the Resident 
rightly holds that the said letter does not contain any special 
allusion to the right to collect customs in the Shergarh Dis- 
trict. (Para 12 of the judgment). In the absence of an 
express grant such rights of sovereignty as the right to levy 
customs dues, could not be implied. 

■(j.t) a vixy strong argument in favour of the right of Banswara to 
levy customs dues in the Shergarh District and of its enjoyment 
of the same in the past is furnished by the fact that the State 
has always maintained customs outposts (rzr, Tanda, 2 Arthuna, 
3 Kalinjara, 4 Bhukia, and 5 Anj in Garhi) for collection of 
customs duty from the Shergarh District, but can the Rao of 
Garhi point to a single outpost maintained by him? How is 
it possible to collect customs dues without an^' outposts for 
■ -the purpose? 

6. The Rao is blowing hot and cold at the same time. He .admits 
that he does not claim to be independent of Banswara. But at the same 
time he leaves no stone unturned to show (though unsuccessfully) that 
Shergarh was acquired by his ancestors by conquest. His arguments on 
this point are as flimsy as those on the others, 

(j) His first ground is that there is a tradition to that effect. 




But this is a mere assertion without proof. Where is the gunrantee that 
his so-called tradition which comes from an interested source is more reli- 
able than old historical records and documents, relied on by the learned 
Resident in disproof of the Rao’s contention, and which were prepared at a 
time when there was no dispute on the point in question. 

(if) Another ground of the Rao is that for some time the Rao of 
Garhi had direct relations with the Political Officer at Kher- 
wara. But a sufficient reply to this is furnished bj an order 
of Col. Walter dated :^2nd February 1887, in which he points 
out with reference to a letter of Major Mackenzie dated 6th 
November 1868, that even that Officer recognized the irregu- 
larity of allowing direct correspondence with Kberwara which 
had been permitted for some time because of the special 
circumstances then esistins; when border troubles had to be 
settled without loss of time and a reference to I'answara would 
have involved delay owing to the misrule believed to exist 
there. 

(2) Col. Walter makes a careful examination of the claim of the Rao 
of Garhi with regard to Shergarh, and also of the opinion expressed by 
Major Mackenzie, and comes to the conclusion that the claim of the Rau o£ 
Garhi to be independent oL Banswara cannot sUmd. 

(3) Another letter which is very material in tliis connection is letter 
No. 857 dated 25-8-1877 from the Assistant Resident to the Rao of Garhi, 
refusing to receive from him a communication not sent through the Banswara 
Durbar, on the ground that it was an inm vation which could not be 
})ermitted. The Assistant Resident, it fun her appears, gave the Rao every 
opportunity to establish his contention. But the Rao tailed to do so, .and 
the Assistant Resident upheld his order which he said was borne out 
by old records in his office. 

(4) The Respondent places great reliance on a letter of Major Macken- 
zie, dated 4th December 1868, referred lo In Col. Walter’s note. But there 
is no ground to suppose that Major Mackenzie had special means of know- 
ledge, worthy of greater credit than the authorities referred to in Col. Walter’s 
note, which are much older than Major Maclienzie. 

(5) That Chouth is paid to Sonth and Jhalod does not establish the 
independence of Shergarh. Chouth was a cess formerly paid to Bhils to 
secure freedom from their attacks, and such a cess would, having regard to 
the troubled times, continue to be paid even after the conquest of shergarh 
by Banswara. 

The learned Resident has, therefore, rightly found on the authority of 
old records that : — 

(i) The Shergarh Haka was conquered by the Banswara troops and 
incorporated in the Banswara State, 




•2ppenda 30, 


*As the practice 
even now prevails 
in Motv;.r and Pnr- 
tabgath. 


(2) That the District subsequently granted in Jagir by the 
Banswara Durbar to Thakur Agar fcingh, tiie ancestor of the 
Rao of Garhi. 

iVote.—Thakur Agar Singh was faihor of Udai Singh; hsnee Agar Singh’s namo is 
mentioned promiacnonsly with DJai Sing’s. 

(o) Thirdly, the Resident finds that on two occasions the Jagirhas 
been resumed by the Banswara Durbar. 

Apart from the authorities referred to by the learned Resident, strong 
proof of confiscation by Banswara is furnished by a letter* of the Samb;^ 
year 1934 (A. D. 1877) recorded as No, 92 in the State Record Room 
Register of Banswara. It shows that one Gauri Shanker was appointed 
Nazim of Shergarh and deputed by the Durbar to quell a rebellion of Bhiis 
in the Shergarh District, and the Thakur was directed to work in subordi- 
nation to the Nazim. This action was taken by the Durbar on being moved 
by the Political Agent on receipt of a complaint from the Bombay Governor. 

(4) Lastly, the Resident finds on the point under discussion thtt 
there is no reason to consider the possession of the Runs of Garhi 
over the Chilkari or Shergarh portion of the Garhi Jagir as 
differing in any way from the nature of their possession over the 
Garhi portion of that Jagir, except in so far as the former poition 
would seem to have been originally granted as a special reward 
for military services, in consideration of which no tribute from 
the Jagirdar of Garhi is levied by the Banswara State in respect 
of the Shergarh District, ( Para 6 of the judgment. ) 

7. The learned Resident is not right in premming {vi h Para 13 of the 
judgment) that it is admitted tnat the R.io of Garhi has, in the p.ast, made 
collections of the nature of customs duty in the Shergarh District. No 
such admission was ever made on behalf of the State, and the learne I 
Resident should not have assumed it in the way he has done. A nd although 
the Rao has produced no evidence to prove any collections of the nature 
of c.ustoms duty, the learned Resident followed up the assumption so 
made by ultimately giving it as a finding in para 16, clause (b) of his 
judgment. 

By the expression, ‘‘collections of the nature of customs duty, the 
learned Resident apparently means khunt and biswa cesses. But these 
cesses are entirely distinct from customs duty and are generally collected 
by a headman of a village orchieftiin for watch and'ward duties, and tvhen- 
ever levied have to be paid *iu addition to the customs duty pay.ible to the 
{State. The levy of customs on the other hand, is entirly in the hands of 
the Sovereign and is regulated by different principles. For the collection 
of customs duty outposts must be established, for the collection ,of the 
cesses referred to, no outposts are necessary, in as much as they are gener- 
ally collections made from village to village. 

8. The learned Resident has, as submitted above, found Against the 
Rao on the main issue referred to above and held that the Rao has failed 
to establish his claim both on the ground of conquest and that of pre- 
scription {vide para 16, clause (a) and (c) of the judgment). 
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Tn such a case, as stated by the learned Resident himselE in para 3 o£ 
the judgment, it is obvious that the relief asked for in (b) (namely, declara- 
tion of right) be not accorded, the reliefs asked for in (aj and (c) must 
also be denied. But the learned Resident has allowed the Eao a half 
share in the net customs revenue of Shergarh on the ground that the 
Jagirdar of Garhi has in the past been by the Durbar to make 

certain collections of the nature of customs duties in the Shergarh District 
and on plea of the special services of the a^^pellant’s ancestor which led to 
that District being bestowed on him in Jagir free of tribute. 

9. How far the above argument can stand is obvious. As shown 
above, it is neither admitted, nor proved, that the Durbar permitted the 
Jagirdar to make in the past collections of the nature of customs dues. 
In para 9 of the judgment the learned Resident himself mentions the fact 
that in 1871-73 the Durbar denied the right of the Jagirdar to levy customs 
duty in the Shergarh Ilaka, No such collections have ever been made by the 
Rao with the knowledge of the Durbar. If any collections were made 
stealthily by reason of the large influence which the Jagirdars of Garhi 
possessed the Durbar have never consented to it. And even now the Dur- 
bar strenuously deny the Rao’s right to such collections and assert that if 
there were really any account books in the possession of the Respondent 
showing recovery of customs dues by the Garhi Rao in the past, at least 
their copies would have been produced, 

10. 'I'he whole thing, therefore, comes to this. The learned Resi- 
dent finds (1) that “the Shergarh Ilaka is an integral portion of the Banswara 
State and a portion of the Jagir granted by the Banswara Durbar to the 
appellant’s (Garhi Rao’s) ancestors.” Para. (16) Clause (aj of Judgment.) 

(2) That the claim of the Rao “that the right to collect customs duty 
in the Shergarh Ilaka has been obtained by the appellant (the 
Rao) by jjrescription and the uninterrupted and undisturbed 
enjoyment of the practice forever a century cannot be admitted” 
(para 16 clause (c) of Judgment). 

(.3) That “ no right to levy customs duty in the Shergarh district has 
been bestowed by speciGc grant on the Jagirdar of Garhi ” 
(para 16 clause (d) of Judgment.) 

But in spite of the non-existence of any rights in the Eao, the State 
must give him a half share in the customs revenue. That is to say, because 
the Durbar are said to have permitted in the past collections in the 
nature of customs dues, it is held that the Rao must in future share the 
customs dues themselves. This argument is scarcely consequential and it would 
seem that the learned Resident was inclined to concede a right on the mere 
allegation of the permissive exercise of it. For instance, if B. has allowed his 
friend A. to live in his house, does it therefore follow that A has acquired 
a right to share the house with B. even against B’s ivill. 

11. If a former Eao of Garhi rendered special military services to the 
Durbar the latter rewarded him with the grant of a Jagir tribute-free. 
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;ProBum!ibly, the vewai-d bestowed at tlie'tiiiie was -regarded as sufficient by 
the parlies concerned. What circumstances. have since come into existence 
■to make the reward insufficient at this distance of time ? 

The granting of rewards is really a prerogative of the Durbar. And 
the Rao cannot compel tlie Durbar to exercise that prerogative against the 
.-Durbar’s ivill in 4he Kao’s favour. Indeed, should the Durbar reward 
him for having brought a false claim, which, if it succeeded, would strike at 
■•the root of one of :the essential ingredients of the Durbar’s sovereignty and 
•and encourage others to put forward similar claims. 

12. When it is admitted that the Shergarh Ilaka is an integral portion 
•of the Banswara State (para 16 clause (a) of the judgment) and when id 
has been found that “there is no reason to consider the possession of the 
llaos of Garhi over the Cfdll'ari or Shergarh portion of the j^gir 
• as dilfering in any way irom the nature of their possession over the 
Garhi portion of that ya^ir” (para 6 of judgment), it is difficult to see 
■how the learned Resident’s order can stand. 

As a matter of fact, it would be vl/ra vires to grant anj’ such rights while 
•the State is under administration. There should be no curtailment of the 
rin-hts of the Durbar and nothing should be done that would fetter the 
•discretion of the Durbar for all time to come, 

IJ^ It is, therefore, prayed that the Honourable the Agent to the 
'Governor- General will be pleased to give the case his fidl consideration, 
and to set aside the order of the. Resident in Mew.ar, awarding in favour of 
!the Rao of Garhi a half share of the net customs revenue oC the SHERGARH 
-D-IS-TKICT with the other reliefs detailed iii the Resident’s Judgment. 

I havc'the honour to remain, 

Sir. 

Your most obedient hcrvant, 
•Kamdar. Durbar, .Banswara St.ate, 
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APPENDIX 1. 

List of various entries of duties paid, by Sliergarh people upon articles 
exported from that district, from Sambat 1897 to 1960. 


jy^/c.—TIiesc may be raid with annexture 4 entries. 
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1 

0 

3 

4 

\ 

o 

Pathog (Kakn) Tnnda 
file of Sambat 1897. 

] 

Pathog (Nnka) Arlhuna 
file of Sambat 1920. 

28 

1 

I’os EU(] 

S 

Nayak Nagji Fatbi, Dhira, Pana, llari'.a 
and others exporter) grain from Shergarh to 
foreign territory so duty of Ks. 10/- charged 
by the State, 

(i) Charan Klicta exported giain (13 
camel loads of grain from Shergarh to 
\ foreign teciitory, so duty of its. 9/- 
charged by the State. 




(2) Nayak Kana of Perth exported grain 
from Shergarh on 12 pack bullocks, 

BO duty of its. 1/12/- charged by 
the State. 

o64 

Pathog (Nakn) Arthina 
file of Sambat 1926. 

41 

(i) Nayak Kanji of Shergarh exported 
grain from ^herg.u•h on 150 pack 
bullocks, so duty of its, 18/1.^/- 
charged by the State. 



45 

(2) Nayak Hobli of Pceth exported gr.ain 
from Shergarh on 150 pack bul- 
locks, so duty of Ks. 19/- charged 
the State. 



50 

(3) BhatNeta Ratna Marwari exported 
grain from Shergarh on -dpack 

1 bullocks, so duty on Us. 2/13- 
chiirgcd by the State. 



117 

(A) Bohra Far/utl Karim and Farzul Gii- 

lalji of Parrapur exported gram 

^ from Shergarh, so duty of Rs. 1/6/6 

charged by the State. 



118 

a) Bolira Kndor, Karim o£ Partapur ex- 
^ : ported grain £rnm SLergar . so duty 

oE -/!!/• charged by the State. 

580 

Pathog (Naka) Arthinc 
file of Sambat 1927. 

i 59 

Nayak Partabof Peeth exported gram froin 

Sherma^rh on 101 pack bullocks, so duty of 
Rs. 12/8/- charged by the State. 



59 

, Nayak Chamva Hira exported grain from 

She^arh on 70 pack bnllocUs, so duty o£ . 
Ill/, charged by the State. 
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o 

O . 

? ® « 

fe §clH 

^ c; rt 
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20 


22 


58 


143 


197 


Patho" (Nakn) Kaliujra 
file of 8ambal 1929. 


Pathc"(Naka) BhuUa 
file of Sumbat 1932. 


Pathog (Naka) Apa 
file of Sumbat 1938. 


60 


93 


93 


86 


15 


Najak Rakba Obji exported rain from 
^hergarh on 11 pack bullocks, so duty of Es. 
7/12/- charged by the State. 

Na^’ak Sarto Manno of Tanda exported 
i grain weighing J| Mani (9 Maunds) on Pack 
bulhicks, so duty of Pis. 2/8/- charged by 
the State. 

, Nayak Umji of Dhodi exported grain from 
Shergarli on 25 pack bullocks, so duty of Rs. 
3/15/- charged by the State. 

Aayak Karu of Peeth exported grain from 
Shergarh cn 39 pack bullocks and the duty 
of Its. 6/- was charged by the State. 

Nayak Foma and Birma of Peeth exported 
grain from Shergarh on 22 pack bul'oeks, so 
duty of Rs. 3/8/- charged by the State. 


Nayak Saba, Na 5 'ak Ser Singh of Peeth ex- 
ported grain weighing 20 AInnis (120 Mannds) 
from village Dokar, I’amtia, Tawarna otdS/ier- 
t/ar/i Zillah so duty of Ks. 25/- charged by 
the State. 


Pathog (Naka) BlmJaa' 
file of Sumbat 1942, I 


16 


Pargi Haraira, Dhura, Kana, A"aga, Mitha 
and N’anara ha la of N’ador exported Opium 
from Shergarli to Jhalod, so duty of Rs. 8/8/- 
charged by the State. 


6,7,8 


Nayak K.advo Rupo r £ Tcdi of Ajna ex- 
ported 'I il (Sesainum seed weighing 9 Alaiiis 
{54 Alaunds) from village A ed Pipri so duty 
of its 22/8/- charged by the State, 


Nayak Chatur Blmj Dolat Ham of village 
Chikhli of Shergarh Zillah hired pack bullocks 
of A'loka of village Chikhli and exported 
Maklci (18 Mauls) from village Chiklili to 
Gujrat villages Valiprr and Amba, so the 
duty of Ks 27 charged by the State. 

/3) Na 3 %ak Mano Alagro of village Chikhli 
exported through Pirlhi of Bodi- 
garaa grain from village Vardia, 
Shergarh and the duty of Rs, 3/* 
charged by the State. 

/4) Nayak Nano Pema of Piinawada 
Dungarpur State exported through 
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Davda Hakar Chaiid, grain from vil- 
lage Dokar, so the duty of hs. 15/- 
charged by the State. 


. 


(5) 

Nayak Lukho of Upaiya exported 
Mi;kki (Maize) weiglnng 15 Manis 
(90 Vlaunds) Irom villages Vardia, 
Ainba, Dokar and lleran of Zillah 
Sliergarh to Guzrat, so the duty ol! 
Rs. 22/- charged by the State. 




f6) 

Kn^-ak Hema Lachha of village Ptina- 
wara e.xported Makki weighing li 
Mains (06 iMaunds) from village 
Herat! Vadan of Ziilah Sherg’irh, 
80 dntv of lis. 18/4- charged by 
the State. 


1 

1 

1 

1 


(0 

I 

Nnyuk Balji, Harnmh, I)harmaand 
Buklibo of Punawara exported 
Makki weighing 18 manis (108 
Maunds) from villages Thrajjin, 
Heran, 'J'aintia of Sherg>irh ZtUoh^ 
60 doty of Bs. oi/8/“ ch rgid by 
the State. 


1 

i 

1 

i 

i ' 

i 

,(8) 

Naynk Tar Singh of village Dalji-ka- 
garha exported grain from village 
Dokar of Zillah Shergarh and vil- 
lage Taiida of Bhukia Jagir&oduty 
ot R.s. 2/10/- charged by the State. 


1 

1 

i 

(9) 

7- 

Nayak Jasso and Shivo of Artbuna 
exported grain from village Piparia 
of Zillah Shergarh, so duty of Rs. 
2/8/- charged by the State. 


1 

1 

1 

j 


(10) 

Navak Mangro of village Punawaras 
exDorted Makki weighing Id Manih 
(84Maunds; from village Shergarb 
and Bhukia, so duty of Rs. 24/8/- 
charged by the State. 



' 

(11) 

V 

Navak Lakta Uraji of Todi of Ajna 
exported Makki weighing 6 Manis 
(36 Maunds) from village Dokar 
Shergarh, so duty of Rs. 10/8/- 
charged by the State. 



10 

^;^ay.^k Nagoji ICano and Jey Chandof Peeth 
exported Makki weighing 13 Manis (78 Mds.) 
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from village Dokar, Sherijarh, so duty o£ Rb. 
^2J12I- charged by the State. 

! 

j 

[ 

; 

f 

1 

i 

f , 

1 

11 

1 

1 

1 

Nayak Obji Gubra of Peeth exported 
Makki weighing 32 Manis (192 Maunds, from 
village Dokar, Lhhajan, Madkola of Shergarh, 
BO duty of Rs. 40/ - charged by the State. 

Nayak Jumo and Bhana exported gr.jin 
Makki weighing 34 Manis (204 Maunds) from 
village Dokar, shergarh, so duty of Rs. 42/8/- 
charged by the State. 

i 

1 


13 

Nayak Gabra exported Til weighing 12 
Manis (72 Maunds) from village Dokar, Sher- 
garh, so duty of Rs. 38/- charged by the State. 

1.5. Nayak Dule Singh of Peeth exported 
gram weighing 14 Manis (86 Maunds) from 
village Dokar, Shergarh, so the duty of Rs, 
17/8/* charged by the State. 

243 

Pathog (Naka) Bhulta 
file of Sambat 1945. 

8 

1 

Nayak Amtho of Peeth exported Til weigh- 
ing 14 Manis (84 Maunds) from village 
Dokar, Shergarh and ^era, so the duty of Rs. 
42/- charged by the State. 


1 

1 

1 

15 

2 ^ Nayak Jogla Hanla of Todi of Arthuna 
exported Til weighing 5 Manis fSU Maunds) 
from village Mundri, Heran, Pipriof Shergarh, 
80 the duty of Re. 1/- charged by the State. 


! 

! 

23 

Nayak Huklo of Todi of Ajna exported 
“wheat weighing 2^ Manis (“13^ Maunds^ from 
village Dokar, Shergarh, so the duty of Rs. 
2j\.2j- charged by the State, 


1 

f 1 

/ • 1 

1 

23 

Nayak Balua of Peeth exported Til weigh- 
ing 5 Manis (30 Maunds) from village Uba- 
pan and Madkola, Shergarh, so the duty of Rs, 
15/- charged by the State. 


1 

' 

24 

Nayak Lachhman of Peeth exported Til 
weighing 20 Manis (120 Maunds) from village 
Bhukia and Dakar, Shergarh, so the duty of 
Rs. 59/ -charged by the State. 



26 

Nayak Bhero of Peeth exported Makki 
weighing 20 Manis (120 Maunds) from village 
Dokar Shergarh, so the duty of Ks. 24/-charged 
by the State. 
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26 I 

1 

Nayak Pauio of Peelh exported Makki 
weighing 19 Manis (114 Maunds) from village 
Dokar, Shr.Tgarh^ so the duty of Ks. 
charged by the State. 



28 I 

1 

1 

1 

Nayak Lekho of Umbapan exported Makki 
weighing 14 Manis (84 Maunds) from village 
Yanda, sc the duty of Rb. 17/8/- charged by 
the State, 

1 

1 

28 

1 

! 

i 

1 

Rhat Dhulji Hukrao exported Makki weigh- 
ing 26 Manis (156 Maunds) from village 
Uokar, so the duty of Rs. 31/8/- charged by 
the State. 

1 

! 

1 

! 

1 

1 

! 

so 

Nayak Nar Singh of Peeth exported Makki 
weighing 12 Manis (72 Maunds) from village 
Seran, so the duty of Rs, 14/8/- charged by 
the State. 

262 

I’athog (Naka) 
ra file of fiambat 
1947. 

35 

Nayak Chnnada Kana Umai exported Mak- 
j ki 15 Pothis from Shergarh to foreign territory, 
so duty of Rs, 11/4/- charged by the State. 

1 

274 

Piithog (Naka) Arthii- 
7ia file of Sambat 
1948. 

197 

. Bhat Agora Beni Cband of Shergarh expor- 
ted Til 1^ Mani from Shergarh and paid Rs, 
4/8/- as customs duty. 

5> 

Pathog (Naka) BhiiHa 
file of fiambat 1948. 

213 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Bhat Dhulji oE Mewar exported Makki 

7 Mani from the village Dokar and paid Rs. 
8/12/- as customs duty. 



1 

214 

Nayak Bheeha Peetha exported Makki 
; 8 Mani from Dokar and paid Rs. 22/8/- as 
customs duty. 



214 

1 

1 

! 

Nayak Ani^^o of Peeth exported Makki 

7 Manis from Dokar, Shergarh and paid Rs, 
as customs duty. 



* 215 

Nayak Tarka Peetha exported Makki 4 
Manis from the village Tamtia, Shergarh and 
paid Rs. 5/ as customs duty. 

291 

Pathog (Naka) Bhulia 
file of Sambat 1949. 

: 220 

1 

1 

1 

1 

217 

Bhat Punaji of Marwar exported Makki 
60 Manis from Dokar, Shergarh and paid Rs. 
68/12/- as customs duty. 

Nayak Lai Singh of Dad in Shergarh 






( 16 ) 


of register 
te record 
office. 

Nature o£ Bahira ('filej. 

® u_» • 
o o cs 

ia>| 

R E M A R K g. 

'• . a 


Ph 


1 

2 

3 

4 

313 



1 

exported wheat 33 Manis from Wadlia Mordi 
and paid Rs* 37/8/- as customs duty. 

Patliog (Kaka) Bhilia 
file of Sam bat 1950, 

15 

X 

Ganehi Musa Ibhratn of Godhra exported 
Til and Sarso weighing 2 fVJanis (152 Mds.) 
from village Vedan, so the duty of Ps, 33/- 
charged by the State. 

j 


31 

Bohra Anwarali Sultanali of Dungarpur 
exported Til weighing 14 Manis (84 Maunds) 
from villages Dokar and Yedan, Shcrgarh^ so 
the duty of its, 42/ - charged by the State, 


! 

32 

'2- Nayak Chunio of village Ajna of exported 
through Thavar Chand Tarati Til weighing 

2 Manis (12 Maunds) from village Jlokar 
Shergarh, so the duty of Bs. 6/- charged by 
the State. 



33 

Gowar Rntna and Tejaof Bakor-Pandwara 
exported Makki weighing 2^ Manis (15 Mds.) 
from village Piprai, Shergat'h, so the duty of 
Rs, 3/- charged by the State. 



35 

Nayak Ram Chand Dova Chand of Peeth 
exported w'heat 5 Manis (30 Maundsl from 
village Dokar, Shergarh to Gujrol, so the duty 
of Hs. 6/4/- charged by the State, 

656 

Pathog (Noka) Anjiia 
file oE Sambat 1960. 

36 

13 

Nayak Ando of Bakorpura exported Makki 

7 Manis from village Dokar, Shergarh, so the 
duty of Rs. 2>f\2l- charged by the State. 

Labana Dharma Kadva of Shergarh and 
iirthuna ki Tandi exported the following 
articles; — 

664 


> 

' Wheat weighing 2^ Manis, Til .......3^^ 

from village Anjna to ,/halod, so the duty of 
Rs. 14/9/- charged by the State. 

Pathog(Naka) Bhulia 
file of Sambat 1960. 

7 

Bohra Kasara Farzul of Galiakot exported 
Til weighing 1 Mani (6 Maunds) from village 
Vedan, 'so the duty of Rs, 3/8/- charged by 
the State. 



r* 

1 

Bhanchand Udechand of village Fateh- 
pura exported grain on 2 pack bullocks frcnn 
village Vedan, so the duty of Rs. 4/8/- charged 
by the State. 



8 

Gowaria Vanjara Chanda of Sagwara Zillah 
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Punch Mahal (British rlistrict) oxporterl Makki 
weighing 7 Manis {42 Maund-.) ! rum \ illuge. 
Vediin so the duty of Rs. '//12/- charged by 
the ^tate. 

Bohra AH SnUan of Bhundia exported Til 
1 Muni (6 Maundy) from village ^'e^Uln, so the 
duty of lis, 3/8/* charged by the 8taie. 

Bohra Sultan Amarji of Bhundia exported 
Rice weighing I Mani (d Mannds) from village 
Scran, so the duty of Rs. 1/lU/- charged by 
the State. 


I 

I 

\ 

i 

t 

1 

I 


lO Bhansa Ude Chand Lukhmi Chand of 
Fateh pura exported grain from village Vedan, 
so the duty of Rs. 12/- charged by the State. 

10 Bohra Mobemed Alt Ibiham of Caliakot 
exported Makki 3 Manis (18 Mannds) from 
village Seran, so the duty of Rs. 3/ h/- charged 
by the State. 


11 


Davda Sakar Chand Pana Lai of Galiakot 
cxpjried Kiee weighing 8 Manis (4(5 Mannds) 
fioin village r'cran, so the duty of Hs. 1/1/6 
was ehargeil by the c^tate- 


11 


Gavaria Vanjara Pas Karan exported Makki 
weighing 12 Manis (72 Maunds; from village 
iJokar, Sheiijarh and Bhukia, so the duty of 
Rs. 15/- charged by the State. 


12 


Laskari Bhiira and Jivrajof Jhalod expor- 
ted wheat 4 Manis (24 Maunds; from villages 
Tamtia and Madkola, so the duty of Rs, 21/- 
charged by the State. 


Laskari Dhanraj of Jhalod exported gram 
6 Manis (36 Maunds) from village Sera/i, 
Bhukia, so the duty of Ks. 27/10/- charged 
by the State. 

Laskari Dhanraj of Jhalod exported wbe.it 
and gram 1 1 Mmiis from village Heian, so the 
duty of Rs. 20/12/- charged by the State. 


Bolira Abdul Husain of Galiakot exported 
(wam 3 Manis (13 Maunds ) from village 
Seran so the duty of Rs. 3/7/- charged by the 
State. 
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14 

Bohra Farznl Kadir oC GaliaVot exported 
wheat and Ghee 2 Manis 7 Maiuids Kacha 
(15|- Maunds) from village 8eraii, Slttrgarh, 
so the duty o£ Ks. 16/8/- charged by the 
State. 



14 

Bohra Abdul Husain o£ Galiakot exported 
Ghee weighing o^- Mds. Kacha ^1-f, Maunds) 
from village Seran, so the duty of its. 6/6/6- 
charged by the State. 



14 

Bohra Abdul Husain of Galiakot exported 
wheat w'eighing 2^ Manis (13^ Maiindsj from 
village Seran, so the duty ofilta. 2/12/- charged 
by the State. 



15 

Ganehi IsaMusaof Godhra exported wheat 
and gram 5 Manis from village \ eUaii, so the 
duty of lls. 8/14/- charged oy the state. 



16 

Ganehi Isa Umar of Godhra exported wheat 

9 Manis (51 Maunds; Iroin village Seran, so 
the duty of Ks. 10/13/- charged by the state, . 

S64 

Patliog (Naka) IShuh'a i 
file o£ Sambat 1960. 

16 

Laskari Dhanraj .f Jhalod exported n heat 

9 Manis (54 Maunds) frurn viuages Tamtia 
and Seran of ShcJ yarh, so the duty of Es. 
26/4/- charged by the State. 



17 

Bohra Farzul Kadir of Galiakot exported 
lilakki 7i Manis (45 Maunds) from village 
Ycdan, so the duty of Ks. 9 / 6 /- charged by the 
State. 



17 

Patel Bechar Jiwandas of Godhra exported 
Makki 9 Manis' (54 Maunds) Horn village 
Vedan, so the duty of Ks. 11 / 15 /- charged by 
the State. 



18 

Sepoy Akabar of Godhra exported Makki 

3 Manis (18 Maunds) frorh village Seran, so 
the duty of Ks. 3/6/- charged by the f^tate. 



18 

Laskari Phanraj of Jhalod exported grain 
wheat 11 Manis. Gram 1| Mani from village 
Madkola, so the duty of Ks. 4/6/- charged by 
the State. 





APPENDIX 2. 

From the Kamdar, Banswara State to the Political Agent, 

Southern Rajputana States, letter No. 267/ 

dated the 7th April j 912. 

In reply to your letter, dated Danpur, the 8rd April 1912, 1 beg to send 
2 copies ot the aj^peal preferred by the hao of darhi about ^heigarh Sayar 
duly signed by him. 

My comments on the subject are: — 

In this representation the Rao chiefly bases him claim on the long 
possession of Sayar rights of Shergarh by his ancestors. In the first 
instiince, no special treatment to him for his Patta of t:hergarh can be 
recognized ns it was also grant of the Banswara State like other portions of 
Garhi. It is proved beyond doubt and was referred to in my letter No. 
586, dated the 16ih August 191 L and No, dated to your address. It was 
granted to Rao Udai Singh b}' Maharawal Prithi Singh in recognition of 
his services during the campaign undertaken by Banswara against Sunth 
{vi/h pages 16o and 188 of the Gazeteer of Banswara and pages -33 and 42 
of the Book entitled “Chiefs and Leading Families in Rajputana” in its hsue 
of 1894 and 1903 respectively. There are papers in our State Record Office 
which coroborate the above. There may be papers in your Agency office 
as Col. Waiter perhaps enquired into the matter. He himself does not, in 
the appeal under reference, insist on this point. 

Secondly, the Rao does not adduce any proof regarding the long 
possession by his ancestor of this right. Contrary to this, we have got 
document in our possission which shows that the right of collecting cus- 
toms in Shergarh and other parts of Garhi was enjoyed by the Banswara 
State from days of yore. This was admitted by Kao Ratan Smgh 
himself. He complained to the Assistant Political Agent in his letter, 
dated the Ashadh Badi oth 1928, ^that the Banswara Darbar were levying 
customs duty on Mohowa &c., from Kalals of his Patta who he said were 
enjoying MauH. The Banswara Darbar replied by asking a counter ques- 
tion on Sawan Sud 7th 1928, as to whether the Rao possessed a Patta 
that the people of his Patta were e.Kempt from the payment of cu-storas dues; 
if so, he should produce the same. This question was not replied by the Rao, 
but the Banswara State in the end produced a letter written by Rao Eatau 
Singh to the Political Agent, Mewar. It was dated the Bhadwa Snd 13 
Saraat 1928, an authenticated copy of this letter was received in the State 
through Assistant Political Agency No, 814 dated the 29th September 
1871. In this the Rao distinctly admits that customs duties are from 
ancient time levied by the State from merchants of his Patta and foreign 
States upon salt, tobacco &c,, &o. He however complained in that letter 
that the Banswara Durbar wishes to charge the customs duty twice, by which 
he meant that the Darbar were also levying duty on goods within territory, 
as some years ago customs duty was chaiged upon goods when it was 
taken from pne place to another within the State. This practice was 
actually existing 10 years ago. 
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From tills we can •conclude that Rao Ratan Singh had himself no ob- 
jection to the import and export duties being levied by the State; all what 
iie wished to object was the internal customs duty upon the people of his 
Patta. 

Tliirdlj. In Sambat 1928 Maha Sudi 5th another application was 
filed by the Labanas of Garhi, Bankora, Thakarda and Metwala to the 
Political Agent, Mewar, complaining that the Banswara State has 
increased eustoms duties 5 times and seven times and these give them 
trouble. This was received in the State with Political officer’s No, 200 
'dated the 21st February 1872 with the remark that the rules of customs 
duty then levied when compared with the rates formerly levied really 
shows much increase but that he could not say anything in the matter as 
the State has power and right to do so. He however added that had the 
•duty been increased gradually the people miglit not have felt the burden so 
much. This shows that the customs duty was levied by the State in the 
•Jagirs belonging to Solah Sardars, 

Fourthly. — Our record contains Bahis which in their turn -contain 
•entries of customs duty recovered by the State from Shergarh and other 
.parts of the Garhi, I give below a few of the entries out of many I came 
•■across in searching the old record icithin the Limited time I had at my 
disposal, 

(1) In Bahi of st, 1939 customs duty of Hs, 95 was charged upon 
Til 38 Mauis in weight and removed by the Banjaras Lachha, Mana and 
iKalana of Peoth who purclascd them from villages Bhnldiia, Badlia (of 
•Garhi) Madkola of Garhi) Kotra (of Garhi j\laden, Khanjaria, Lhhaja 
Shergarh (of Garhi) and Dandia (of Garhi.) 

'(2) In the same Bahi of the same year at page 35 Kayak Teja, V.agla 
•and Thonaal of Kanitodina paid Rs. 25 upon Til 10 Mani-i in weight 
purchased at and loaded from Bhukhia and Re. 1/- upon 6 potis of wheat 
•from Shergarh, 

O 


(3) In the same Bahi of the same year at page Nay.ak Godara Shiv 
Singh of Peeth paid Rs. 25/- Makki 25 Kalis in weight purchasd at and 
•loaded from Shergaili proper, Damor and Tamatia of Shergarh. 

(4) Again in the same Bahi of the .same year Nay.ak Harma Hakrana 
and Mathura paid R-s. 3/- upon wheat IJ Kalis in weight purchased at and 
•loaded from Sallupat &c., Ac. 


(5) In Sambat 1950 Lakhara Karma of Chandarwara of Sherg.arh 
■sold 18 Tolas of opium for Rs. 3/- in Shei'gai’h without paying customs. 
•He was fined Rs. 27/- &c., &c. 

(6) In 1942 Nayak Chatar Bhuj Daulat Ram of Shergarh paid Rs. 
■27/- upon Makki 18 Manis in weight at Rs, 1/8/- per Maui, 




(7 J In the same year Nayak Kana Pema paid Rs. 15/- upon Jlakki 
10 Manis in weight purchased by him at and removed from Shergarh &c., 
&c., 

Note — These are a few precedents out of many we could come across in 
the limited time at our disposal. All that we could get hold of is out 
given to save delay. It will thus bo seen that the claim of the Rao of 
Garhi about levying customs dut}’ from ancient time is without any basis 
and is thoroughly refuted. It is also established that the State enjoyed the 
right from days of yore and hence Mr. Holme was quite right when he 
wrote that this right belongs to the State, 

Fifthly. — AnnexureNo. 6 quoted by the Rao has no weight for it 
IS simply meant for his estate in Dungarpur, otherwise the Maharawal of 
Dungarpur could not write to him for a watch and guard of merchants 
and to make him answerable for the same in his estate in Banswara. The 
reference of Han Bishawah in the annexure refers to the old customs of 
Biswah and Khunt levied by Jagirdars and ndt the customs duty of 
import and export as they still do in Partabgarh. 

Sixthly, — The reference of enjoying the Jagir in annexure 7 by 
Maharawal Lachhman Singh is simply about Jagir and not about any 
particular right of that Jagir. 

Seventhly. — Ro Jagirdars in any of these three Sister States enjoys 
the customs right however old his Thibana may be. The Chouhan Thi- 
kanas of Peeth in Dungarpur and Arthuna and Motagaon in Banswara are 
said to be e.xisting from days before the states were founded still the light 
of customs has been enjoyed by the Jagirdars. • 

Thus the Rao cannot claim any such right against the State which 
alone has a prerogative right for the same. 

As regards your Enquiries I beg to say that Chouth is still paid by 
Garhi to Sunth througii the Banswara State. The annual sum paid is 
Rs. 243-13-6. Copy of the usual forwarding letter and copy of reply are 
attached herewith. The jieriods of Rao Ratan Singh’s Kamdarship is 
first from St. 1900 to 1906 and second from St. 1931 to 1933. It is also 
to be noted that Rao Ratan Singh’s father Arjun Singh was also Bhanj 
garia (Counccllor) from 1895 to 1897. 

The Rao holds a Patta for Chitri in Dungarpur copy of which is 
submitted. It will be seen that out of 9 villages only three are at present 
in the possession of the Rao, 

The Durbar opened Nakas in ancient times in Khandu, Arthuna, 
Anjana of Garhi) no-w transferred to Sallupat (of Garhi) and in this time 
one at Chhaparia Khandu. 

In conelusion I beg to request that before giving any final decision on 
the subject you will kindly enquire from the State about any other point 
that may come in your way to oppose the State’s claim which I hope will 
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be replied from the State records which possesses many such documents, 
I may also very humbly submit that the time allo’ived to make comments was 
not sufficient to do full justice to such an important question as I have not 
been able to get the whole record inspected which you know is next to 
impossible in the time allowed. 
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APPENDIX 3. 

Kamdar, 

Please report i£ the Maharaj o£ Khandu will be satisfied with this 
arrangement. 

(1) Khunt o£ all kinds to be abolished, whether on carts or according 

to the contents o£ the carts, 

(2) The customs department to pay to the Mahara] one-fifth o£ the 

gross annual income o£ the Khandu customs barrier. 

(.3) The arrangement to continue until the present form o£ Adminis- 
tration, under the A ssistant Resident, comes to an end. 

(Sd.) A. T, HOLME, 

J3th July 1905. 




APPENDIX 4. 

Translation copy of a Khat dated Udaipur Bhadwa Badi 13tli 
Sambat 1928 from Ratan Singhji of Udaigarh to Col. 

John Piccot Nixon, Political Agent, Mewar. 


That never has it been our intention to complain against the Maha- 
Tawal Sahib but when we requested the Maharawal Sahib of Banswara a 
number oE times and he would not listen, as a last resource we approach 
you with a prayer which may kindly be gone through. The .prayer is that 
since the day, the Patta has been bestowed upon our ancestors several 
generations of our and Maharawal Sahib -of Banswara’s family have passed 
and no encroachment was made upon our rights and dignitj^ Now 
the Maharawal Sahib with a view to ruin us is introducing new things 
viz. that customs duty is not levied twice on Mahowa, Tabacco, Salt 
&c,, purchased by Kalals, Mahajans and other Merchants of our Patta. 
No doubt if foreign merchants and merchants of our Patta import articles 
from foreign territory, the state duty is levied upon them from times 
immemorial but now the state desires to levy duty twice on the same articles 
and harasses us by sending Dhons. Such things never happened before 
■and it is not possible even now that the state should levy dut}' twice from 
■the Assamis as by introducing new things we are the losers. Unjustly 
in petty things the State wants to deal with us fraudulently and involve us 
in quarrel. Taking into account the fact that the Maharawal Sahib is our 
Sovereign we bear every thing and the Maharawal Sahib has no idea of 
that. By introducing new things the case of disturbance arises. If quarrel 
would arise in any thing you would be angry saying why the matter was 
not first reported to you. The Maharawal Sahib was requested many a 
time but no reply was received. Unjustly and without any cause he is 
■sending Dhons. Even in this matter Dhons is sent. It is therefore 
humbly prayed that 3’ou with a view to avoid quarrel may kindl}’ inform 
the Maharawal Sahib through your Assistant at Banswara that no new and 
■unjust thing be introduced and no encroachment be made upon our old 
rights and dignity. By worrying us in such matters our submissive natm*e 
is changed towards the ruling Chief so you have been written to as our 
superior officer. It is hoped that yot will make proper arrangements about 
•it 9 the matter is left to y'our decision. 

True Translation, 

Kamdar^ Banswara State> 
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Translated purport of a Robkar Ko. Dated the 

20th September 1871 from Colonel John Picott 
Nixon, Political Agent, Mewar, 


■ Khat dated Bbado Badi 13th Sambafc 1928 from Catan Singh of 
Tldaif^arh to the effect that since the day our Patta has been bestowed upon 
us several gcuerations of our and Maharawal Sahib of Banswara s family 
have passed during which period no encroachment were made upon our 
rhdits and dignity. Kow the Maharawal Sahib with a view to ruin us is 
traving to introduce new things. The custonis duty is not levied tnice on 
Mhowa, 'tobacco, Salt &c., purchased by Kalals, Mahajans and other 
merchants of our Patta. 'I'he practice is that if tlie foreign merchants and 
merchanis of our Patta import articles from foreign territory the duty 
is levied according to the old precetlent. Now the Maharawal Sahib is 
trying to levy ihity twice on the same articles and harrasses us by sending 
Vhons in order that an tirrangeinent may be made for future. ‘‘The Khat 
was gone through and ordered that a copy of the Khat be forwarded to 
Mr Framji Bhikaji, Assistant Agent, Banaswara with a request to submit 
a detailed report as to whether by taxing tobacco and salt it is said to 
introduce new things or not. 


From Assistant Political Agent, No. 841 dated 29th September 1871, 

Ordered that a cojiy of these papers may be forwarded to Vakil, 
Banswaia with the remark that in this matter, Parcha No. 821, dated the 
23rd September 1871 has been sent to you for submission of a detailed 
report. Fow the copy forwarded to you be fully gone through and reply 
of all the points raised therein be submitted. 


(Sd.) FPvAMJI BPIIKAJI, 

Assisiunt Polil’Gal Agents 
True translation. 

Kamdar, Banstcara Siate^ 
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APPENDIX 5 . 

Translated purport of a copy of Petition dated Maha Sud 5 
Sambat 1928 from Panch Labanas of village Agarpura 
Taluka Udaigarh^ village Mor, Tabe Bankroa, 
village Eohania Tabe Thakarda and village 
G-arha Tabe Metwala to Colonel John 
Picott Nixon Political Agent, 

Mewar. 


That the rate o£ duty -which w^as formerly levied from us by the Bans- 
Tvara Durbar for export and import of grain, Tobacco &c., has been raised 
•to five or seven times the duty of past years and unjuslly harrasses us the 
poor people. The duty is raised -on the folio-wing articles : — 

Duty in vogue in past years. Duty now in vogue. 

Tobacco Pothi — 0-7-0. 4-8-0. 

(Pack bullock) 

Til per Maui — 0-4-0. 4-G-O. 

(G J\Iaunds) 

Salt per Mani — 0-4-0. 1-0-0. 

(6 Maunds) 

Mhowa flowers per Mani — 0-4-6. 3-0-0. 

-Gur Pothi — 0-4-0, 1-4-0. 

Food grains per Mani — 0-4-0. 1-4-0- 

(6 Maunds) 

Thus the poor people are hnrrassed. That taking into consideration 
•our poor condition, the Banswara Durbar be asked to cease to levy unneces- 
sarily enhanced duty and our grievance be redressed. If you will not listen 
•to our prayer who will take care of us. So kindly distinct orders be given 
in the matter. 


ii-ROM RESIDENCY, MEWAR, 

iVo. /05, dated the 16th February 1872, 

Copy forwarded to the Assistant Political Agent for favour ‘of report. 


■FROM ASSISTANT POLITICAL AGENCY, 

No, 200 dated the 21st February 1872, 

Copy foi’-warded to Vakil Banswara with the remark that the duty now 
•levied as compared with that levied in the past as per petition is in reality 
very high. Though the undersigned can say nothing in such matters as 
the State is authorized to do as it pleaseth, Yet if the duty had been raised 
•little by little the petitioners would not have felt the burden so heavy, 

(Sd.) FRAMJI BHIKAJI, 

Political Ageiii* 
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APPENDIX 6* 

Translation of Parwana No. 78, dated Bhadwa Badi 9tb Sambat 
1944 from Banswara Durbar to Eao Gamir Singh of Garhi. 


Your petition No. II dated the Asad Badi 14th Sambat 1944 being 
perused. The Sa3’aidar o£ Mandvi was asked to report about it. He re- 
ports that the traders o£ Shergarh Ilaha Haja (under Banswara j imports 
goods from Gujarat &c., do not pay customs duty so you are addressed to 
urge the ]\Iaha3ans and traders according to previous orders that they should 
pay customs duty to the Nakedar at Kalinjra otherwise a Dani (Nakedar) 
will be posted at Shergarh itself. 




APPENDIX 7. 

Translation of Arzi (application) No. 58, dated tlie Katie Snd 
6th Sambat 1944 from Rao Gambhir Singh of Garhi to 
His Highness Maharawal Lachman Singh. 

In reply to my Arzi No. 11 your Parwana No. 78 dated Bhadwa 
JBadi 8th Sambat 1944 was received to the effect that merchants oE Sher- 
^rarh do not pay customs duty on articles they are importing from 
Gujarat &c,, so they may be directed to pay the duty to Dani at Kalinjra 
Naka. In reply I beg to state that on receipt o£ privious Parwana dated 
Asad Rad 6th I had requested to communicate to me the names of smuo'trlers 
buttheir names are not given even in this Parwana. The communication is 
vague still as a precautionary measure through the B’aujdar o£ Shergarh 
the matter was enquired into. From enquiry it appears that most of the 
merchants of Kalinjra, Vagidera, Talwara, Partapure &c., have their shops 
at Shergarh. They state that the}' are importing goods from Gujarat to Shev- 
garh. When after selling at Shergarh they carry the balance away to their 
homes at Kalinjra, Yagidora &c., for sale^they pay customs duty on those 
goods to the Dani. Till now they have not smuggled any goods still all 
the merchants of Shergarh have been warned that when they carry to their 
homes goods imported from foriegn territory to Shergarh and sell them there 
they should invariably paj customs duty leviable thereon. If smuggling 
of any articles was proved they whould be punished. They requested for 
information. Further orders for service may be communicated. 

From Mahekme Klias STo, .2590 JSatio Snd llthSambat 19^4. 

The Jagirdar may be informed per Chitha that State order is not merely 
applicable to Mahajans of Kalinjra, Yagidora &c, It is applicable 
to all the Mahajans who may export articles to or import from foreign 
territory. All these may be directed to pay customs duty to Dani. If 
fourid to import articles from or export to foreign territory without pay- 
ing customs duty they will be punished. 

(Sd.) R. B. JWALA PARSE AD. 




APPENDIX 8.Q 

Translation of entry at page 23 of BaM of Pathog Bhnkia for 
the recovery of customs duty for Sambat 1950. This 
Bahi is entered at No. 313 Record office. 

Credited by Bbiit Dani Maneklal on Jeth Badi 14th. Labhara Karim 
o£ Chandarwada sold opium weighing 18 Rupees for Es. 3 and did not pay 
customs duty (^Dan Churaya) .«o customs duty of that including finearaonnt- 
itig tolls. 27/- for which was -pas'^ed payable to bri Durbar has been 
recovered by Biiat Maneklal and paid hy him. 
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APPENDIX 9. 

Memorandum regarding the complaints of the Rao of 
Crarhi of Banswara. 

In February 1885 the Rao o£ Garhi submitted a letter in English to 
^hc then Offig. Resident o£ Mewar Mr. Plowdcn, claiming the separation oil 
his Shergarh estate from the jurisdiction of the Maharawal of Banswara.', 

The Roa grounds his claim to separation mainly because during the 
time previous to the establishment of a separate Assistant Agency at Bans- 
wara, his predecessor iiad a Vakeel always in attendence upon the 
Political Superintendent Hilly Tracts Mevvar. I can find no authority 
•for this except in a letter written by Major Mackenzie, Avhen rolilical 
Superintendent Hilly Tracts, No. 179 P. dated the 5th of November 1868 
to the then Resident, Mewar, in which he remarks with reference to a 
•complaint from the Maharawal of Banswara, prostesting against a direct 
•correspondence between Thakur Ratan Singh of Garhi and himself as a 
recent innovation, as follows; — 

“Until recently the custom was a necessity, arising from '‘the absence 
of Vakil or Agent on the part of “Banswara with this office through 
whom the work (in connection with the numerous c.ases in which tenants 
•of the Thakur of “Garhi are concerned that come before the Political Super- 
intendent of Kherwara fur Adjustments with the Political authorities in 
the Rewa Kantha end Punch Mahals) could be carried on but being myself 
-of opinion that the practice was open to objection and even might even- 
tually lead to complication on a Vakil from Banswara being attached to my 
office, I wrote to Thakur Ratan Singh directing him who addressed me 
through the Durbar- Copy of my letter and his reply are annexed for 
your information, and, I have only to add that on verbally submitting the 
question to the Agent Governor-General on his recent visit to Kherwara. 
•Colonel Keating directed me. iwith reference to the unscrupulous adminis- 
tration and misrule existing in banswara to allow the practice of a direct 
correspondence in cases concerning the peace of the border to continue 
pending the restdt of the approaching enquiry into the general mismanage- 
ment that is believed to prevail in the Banswara State.” 

3. Upon this a Kharita of which I can now found no trace in my 
office, was written by the then Resident of Mewar to the Maharawal of 
Banswara and copy of the same forwarded to Major Mackenzie with a 
covering letter No, 398 dated the 10th or 16th November 1868. 

.4. In a letter No. 203 P. dated the 4th December 1868 Major 
Mackenzie forwarded to the Resident of Mewar a list of villages 116 in 
number comprising the Shergarh estate which forms a portion of the 
Takhur of Garbi’s property adding, 

‘^These villages were originally a part of the Sunth territory and came 
into the possession of the Garhi Chief five generations ago by conquest. 
They are not and never were included in Banswara proper and the Thakur 
bas never paid Tanka (Tribute) to any state on account of them. 
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2. TliedUGCt correspondencG complained oE by the Banswara Durbar 
refers to cases counected WUh this Shergarh estate, which ha™ to be adias- 
ted with the Punch Mahals and Eewa Kan, ha Agencies. And as Ihe L. 
sent Banswara Administration by no means warrants the discontinuance o£ 
a practice that has prevailed ever since the establishment of the Kherwa,-, 
Super, ntendency and which affords grater facilities for the transaction of 
business and the preservation of peace on the frontier, I am of opinion that 
It should be maintained. 


3. ^‘Ratan Singh the present Thakur of Garhi is a superior much 
respected by all classes and he manages ably and with much credit his large 
property, which includes besides his Shergarh estate and Jagir in Banswara 
a valuable Jagir in the Dungarpur State. He is desirous of 
keeping up an Agent in attendance at Kherwara for the adjustment of 
cases that arise in connection with Shergarh and the Punch Mahals and 
Rewa Kantha Agencies, and I hope there may be no objection to his 
arrangements.” 

5. I cannot find that any authoritative decision was ever given on the 
point mooted by Major Mackenzie that the villages comprising the Shergarh 
estate are not and were never included in Bans>vara proper, and that the 
Thakur has never paid (^TankaJ tribute to an}' state on account of them,” 

6. I am of opinion for the reasons given below ihat Major Mackenzie 
vas in error in stating that these villages came into possession of the Garhi 
Chief five generations ago by conquest. For in the Gazeteer of Banswara I 
read “in 1747 Prithvi Singh came into power, he fortified the town of 
Banswara and attacked and plundered Sunch and seized the district of 
Chilkari in the Sunth south west of Banswara.” 

Note. Chilkari is now called Shergarh. 

7. In a printed report written by Captain MacDonald, Assistant to 
Major General Sir John Malcolm in (I think) A, D. 1819, I find that he 
writes, regarding the estate of the Jagirdars or Nobles of Banswara in 
following manner: — 

“2nd” The next are the lands held by the nobles and servants of the 
Government. The grants of these individuals are of two kinds but have 
no distinguishing appellations. By one the Kawal reserves to himself a 
portion of the revenue of the village, but he allows the Jagirdars to make 
the whole collection Jaking from him the share reserved and does not per- 
mit the Governments to levy any contributions, as is practised in Dungar- 
pur. The second form of grant is exactly the same as Areonkhar of the 
above named principality. In neither cases do the grants confer on the 
Jagirdar any claim to the lands in perpetuity. The right of the Lord Pera- 
mount to resume any part or the whole at his pleasure is by no means 
invalidated. We are not without instances of the practical display of this 
prerogative, and some of these recent are of a nature to prove that it is not a 
mere nominal power tacitly acknowledged, when its execution is suspmded 
and liable to be disputed when brought into operation, but an indubitable 
right of the Prince, at times actively and rigorously exercised. The Kawal 
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Prithi Singli about 40 years ago confiscated all the lands oE Udii Singh 
'Thakur o£ Garin and retainei them in his own liands a full year. Thev 
Thakur led to Udaipur from which place the Prince at the intercession .of 
some of his friends recalled him after one year’s absence and reinstated in 
.his Jagir.” 

“A still more recent example of the exercise of this privilege occurred 
17 years ago. Jodh Singh Thakur of Garhi Avas by the Rawal Bijai Singh 
stripped of all his possessions and fled to Salumber, with a A'iew of intimi- 
■ dating the llawal to reinstate him he was instrumental to the incursion of 
aMarathn detachment; nevertheless he failed in his objectand died 8 months 
after his flight to Salumber at Banswara near that place. His son, however 
Avas about 4 years afterw'ards recalled by the Rawal and reinstated in the 
Jagir of Garhi at the intercession of a Charan.” 

'8. These extracts show pretty clearly that the Thakur or Rao of 
Garhi has alAA'ajs been a dependent of Banswara, Indeed >no claim was 
ever made -for independence until the present Rao, who is an adopted son 
•of the late Rao Ratan bingh succeeded to the estate. At the time of his 
succession he -demurred to pay any thing but a nominal suscession fee, but 
■l»ad ultimately to pay a sum of Rs. 15,000. 

9. When at Bansw.ara I informed the Assistant Political Agent that 
•there was no necessity for liim to report on the claim of the Rao of Garhi 
to independence, that I had myself been enquiring into the matter, and 
would deal with it. Accordingly after consulting the Maharaw'al of Bans- 
•Avara, I summoned the Rao ot Garhi and told him that his claim to indepen- 
dence would not be listened to for one moment. I explained to him the 
(reasons which had induced me to this decision, and Avarned him that in 
•future implicit obedience to the legitimate order of the Durbar Avould be 
•insisted on. 

10. I took the opportunity of my A'isit to BansAvara to deal also with 
another complaint of the Rao of Garhi vi:., his seat in Durbar. It appears 
that at the Dasserah of 1885 Avheu the usual Durbar lA'as held by the Ma- 
•haraAA’al, theRao refused to tike his proper seat and endeavoured to persuade 
the ocher Sirdars Avho sit above him, and Avho had already taken their seats 
•to rise from their places, and take up their position in front of the Gaddi, 
•as he declared Avas the usual custom, and upon their declining to do this, 
he expostulated Avith the Mnharawal in open Durbar, and walked out of 
•the Durbar. Upon enquiry I found from the Durbar records that, the 
Thakurs of Banswara take precedence as follows: — • 

1st Molan or Mota Gaunm, 

2nd MetAA’ala. 

3rd Arthuna. 

4th Garhi 

and the reason for this precedence is that although the three who sit 
above Garhi OAvn much smaller estates than he does, yet they have always 
Tanked above him as having originally come to Banswara long before the 
Thakurs of Garhi who only receiA'ed their estate in Banswara in the middle 
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of the last century. It is true that in the Gazcteer Captain Yate puts the 
Rao of Garhi above the Thakur of Arthuna, but in the list of villages given 
by Col. Mackenzie in his report of Ennswara 43 P. dated The 25th 
February ISGD tliey are entered as follows: — 

Thakur of Mota Gaum. 

,, ,, iMetwala. 

,, ,, Artluina. 

„ „ Garhi. 

The Durbar of Eanswarn now aflirm that this is the proper order of 
precedence, and in proof Arthnna sitting above Garhi produced a Photo- 
graph of a Durbar at Banswara taken some years ago in ^Yhich the Thakur 
of Artluina is sitting above the laic Rao of Garhi. The present Rao in his 
defence states that it has never been the custom in Banswara for the Thakur 
to sit in order of precedence, that they always sat as they might come in, 
in front of the Gaddi of the Chief. Now the custom in all the states in 
Ibijputana is much the same and in none do the Chief b'ardars sit in front. 
Tills position is allotted ns a rule to relatives of the Chief and to others 
who are spcci.ally allowed such .‘•eats, and in refutation of the argu- 
ment of the Rao I nceil onl}' quote from the Gazeteer in Banswara there 
were once 13 Nobles of the iirst rank right whom the Sisodias and Chou- 
hans sit on the right of the throne (Gaddi) and the remaining Rathors oti 
the left. The Garhi Rao is Chouhan; another refutation of the Garhi 
Rao’s assertions that itis not the custom to sit on the right and left in order 
of precedence is to be found in the list of grievances put forward by the 
Thakurs of Banswara, anumgst whom the present Rao of Garhi was one of 
the most, importunate, and regarding which the then Political Agent, 
Lieut. Col. Euarnsmith reported in his letter to the Resident No. 128 
dated the 2.3rd January 1883 No. 7 in the Darikhana (that is Durbar) the 
Sardars shall be seated in order of precedence.” To which the Maharawal 
replied “ they shall sit according to the ancient order of precedence.” When 
at B.answara lately the Rao of Garhi was ordered by the Maharawal to 
accompany him in liis formal visit to me. The Rao insisted on having the 
iirst scat after the sons of the Chief, this I declined. The Maharawal sent 
sevcr.al times to summon him but lie refused to come, the Durbar was much 
delayed in consequence of this contumatious conduct on the part of the 
Rao. 

11. After coiiBultiug the Maharawal, I the next day sent for the Rao 
and informed liim that the ^laharawal was to hold a Durbar that afternoon 
for my reception and that unless lie was present and sat in the seat 
assigned to liim by the Durbar I sliould submit a report of his conduct to the 
Agent the Governor-General and that the consequence to him would be 
very serious. I am glad to say that the Rao listened to my warning and 
was present at the Durbar seated in his proper place, 

12, Allot, licr grievance of the Rao was regarding the confiscation of 
his village of Puddar, he is stating that he was not aware for what fault on 
his part this village had been taken over by the Durbar, The matter which 
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led to the confiscation a£ the village was fully reported to the A.gcnt to the 
Governor-General in my letter No. 11 p dated the !^7th of May l88n and 
the action taken was approved by the Agent to the Governor-General and 
by the Government of India i;rVe letter as per margin . In my report I 
Kaipntann Agencj- letter No. s'j stated that the I’otum oEtlie villafre is made contin- 

r. dated 26th .Tune i r. , ni i • ^ 

gent on the itiio s good behaviour. 

Toieign Department letter No. 

2193 I. dated Gth July 1S.‘0. 

13. The Durbar would probably have restored the village to' the llao 
ere this had he not in so many ways endeavoured to set the Maharawal’s 
authority at defiance, and as- a punishment for his behavior in refusing to 
attend the Maharawal as ordered when His Highness paid his official visic 
to me. The Durbar have determined not to restore the village for atle.tst 
another year, and not even then, unless the Rao proves by his conduct in- 
the meantime that he is- worthy of this aet of grace. 

(Sd.) C. K. M, VVALTEH, 

UnAiPU.a, Coi.oNKi., 

dated ^2nd February 1887. Resident, Me war. 


No. 202 of 1887. 


Copy forwarded to the Assistant Political Agent, I’.answ.ara and Par 
tabgarh for record in his office. 


(Sd.; C. K. M. WALTER, 


Colonel, 
Resident,. Mewuv. 


Udaipur, 

The 26th February 1887. 




APPENDIX 9. A. 

Translation of letter No. 857, dated 25th August 1877 
from the Assistant, Political Agent to the 
Rao of Garhi. 

\ 

Your Khat No. 245 dated the 15th August 1877 together -with 
statement o£ claim o£ Shergarh people plaintiffs against subjects o£ Smith 
state de£endents was received which is returned in original without passing 
any orders thereon with the remark that you are addressing direct to us is 
contrary to the usual practice as you have been a noble o£ Banswara 
Durbar and Garhi and Shergarh belong to Banswara and they are held by 
you in Jagir and we know it perfectly well that the correspondence regard- 
ing cases of Garhi, Garhi Shergarh is always made through Banswara 
Durbar and if any correspondence had been sent by you to Kherwara and 
the reply thereto would h.ave been received by you, such a procedure 
would have taken place through ignorance o£ fact. That cannot be taken 
as a practice and precedent. In the begining we had addressed you direct- 
ly on your own statement that Sliorgarh Jagir was separate from Banswara 
but subsequently it was known from the Durbar that your statement was 
incorrect. !Much correspondence and contention was carried on with you 
on this subjeer; evidence was called from you but you could not give any. 
At last a period for production of evidence ivas fixed but even then you 
did not produce any evidence. Subsequently we went through old papers 
of Mewar Agency from which it was clearly known that all correspondence 
regarding Slitjrgarh Chilkari was carried on and continued to be carried 
through Banswara Durbar and boundary 'dispute case and all work relatino' 
to Chauth &c., of villages of Chikari Shergarh were conducted between 
B.answara and Sunth througli Banswara Durbar and all correspondence 
regarding cases decided b}' Oapt. Brook and Mr, Oglvie was carried on 
through Banswara Durbar it is therefore a matter of regret that such a 
false writing should be submitted bj' you. The file is not with us 
otherwise we would have returned you with more force that it is a mistake 
of yours that 3 ’ou referred to direct correspondence with us and bring 
forward the plea of correspondence with Kherwara cannot prove that you 
had always direct correspondence with us and your writing that there 
being iio correspondence from the Durbar to Sunth the cases of the people 
of \mur estate were dismissed is correct. The reason is that in the hope 
of establishing the practice of corresponding direct you did not submit a 
report to the Durbar at the time of occurreHce and when the Patrak 
(statement) was submitted the time for report had expired. You may 
now think who is to blame. You tried to adopt anew practice and there by 
your people suffered, VVberefor the papers are returned to j’ou with tbe 
remark that you should not intend to do anything which is new or contract 
to the practice; that you should do every thing to the Durbar whereby 
partie.s may not have any misunderstanding; that the Durbar has also 
complained of your remitting Tanka to Sunth direct so it would be better 
that if you keep yourself .aloof from establishing new procedure, Your 
welfare may bo coininuiiicated. 2 ; Ui August 1877. No. 857. 




From Mahekme Khas. . 


Ordered that after keepin:; a cop}^ the original Khat from the 
Assistant Political Agent to the Kao of Garhi together with statement may be 
forwarded to the Kao with a request to acknowledge the receipt of the same 
and tlie Kao may be directed not to do anything which is new or contrary to 
the practice in future. Savan Kadi Hth Sambat lf)h4. 
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APPENDIX 10. 

Register CMtha Book of Sambat 1934:, Acoount Office 
record No. 92 Register. 

Copy of Chitha addressed to Rao Ratan Singh of Garhi Serial No. 92. 
The Bhils of .Sherg.irh have been rebellious since a long time. In order to 
quell the irrebellion you have been successively many a time enjoyed 
but you have not been able to do anything. Now in these days, there 
having been too many complaints about Bhils of Shergarh the Political Agent, 
Mewar and Assistant Sahib has strictly enjoined to make arrangements for 
their suppression with a view to quell the rebellion Lala Gaurishankar 
Nazim Adalat Fauzdari is deputed from here. He will make such arrange- 
ments to suppress them as may be deemed necessary. You are therefore 
asked to direct the Thanedars &c., of Shergarh not to put any obstacles by 
going against him in the arrangements the Nazim may make. Rather they 
may°acraccording to the orders of the Nazim and may join him in making 
arrangements. An agreement may be taken from the hawats of Shergarh 
Zillah that they may not commit any offence in Panch Mahals, Re\v.i 
Kantha and in the territory of this state. If you will bring forward any 
excuse or will fail in carrying out the orders and if any complaints will be 
received from the Nazim regarding your men some other arrangements for 
the same will have to be made from here. Please note this. 

Jihadwa Sud ovd S:\nibat lDd4. 




APPENDIX 11. 

Order of the Resident in Mewar on an appeal, presented by the Rao 
Rai Singh of Garhi and dated the 5th April 1912, against order passed by 
the Assistant Resident, Me^’ar, in September 1904, rejecting the claim of 
Rao Sangram Singh of Garhi to independence of the Banswara State of the 
Shergarh district of his Jagirand his claim to the right to levy customs 
duty in that district and ordering the opening tf a Bansn ara State customs 
Post at Salupat in the Shergarh distiict. 


1, The decision of Assistant Resident, Mewar, aghiust ■\^hich the 
appeal is presented, is contained in his letter to Rao Sangram t'ingh of 
Garhi dated the 2ord September, 1904, replying to the Hao’s letter Ko. 215 
dated the 28th August, 1904. This decision tvas one which the Assistant 
lUsident, in his capacity as in charge of the Administration of the Banswara 
State, was empowered to pass. In the II Paragraph of the appeal it urged 
that the Rno’s claim should oz'dinarily have been referred to the Banswara 
ttate Council, Tl)is, however, was not necessary, .‘■ince under the rules 

laid down by the Government of India for Administration of the Banswara 
State, it is optional with the Assi.stant Resident to refer any matter for 
consideration by the trtate council or to decide it himself. The decision of 
ihe claim by the Assistant Resident vas therefore neither irregulai* nor 
^tUra vires. 

2, The reason why no appeal against this decision of the Assistant 
Resident ^\as made to tie ]•. Cf-ident in Slewar for over seven years from 
the date of the decision is explained is the 14th paragraph of the appeal. 
In view of the facts theiein stated and in consideration of the face that, at 
the time the tippeal was presented to this court, no law of limitation in 
ifspect of such appeal was in foice in the Banswara State, the right of 
appeal rQUst be admitted. 

3, The lelicfs ashed for in the memorandum of appeal are. 

{aj that the orders of the Assistant Resident directing the opening 
of n Banswara State customs’ pest at Salnpat and \ areih in the 
Shergarh Ilaha of the Garhi Tbikana be cancelled and that an 
order for its remioval be granted 

(Z») for a declaratien of the right of the Kao of Garhi to le^y his 
own customs dues in the Shergarh Ilaka, and 

(f) For the refund to the Gar-’hi 1 hikana of all amounts collected 
as Sayar (customs) duty from the Shergarh Ilaka by the 
Banswara State from the date of the opening of the state customs 
post at Salupat, together with reasonable interest on those 
amounts. 

It is .obvious that if the relief asked for in be not accorded, the 
reliefs asked for in (a) ar-.d (c) mutt also be denied. 
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li)c cIupC it;sno to be cximiuod and daelded is tbercCore, has the 
appellant cstablisl)G.l his contention- tint the Gadu Thikaiva, and not the- 
buswar.i State, has a right to levy customs duties in tlie Shergarh Ilaka ? 

‘I. The claim tlint the right to levy customs duties in the Shsroarh 
Jlaka belongs to the Jagirdar of Garhi and not to the Bansivara State- 
depends on tiic nature of the -Jagird.irs’s tenure ol the Shergarh Ilaka and 
the conditions under u hich he has possession o£ it. 

The Hac.s enbn-hi liavo claimed in the past that the Shergarh district 
of tin-ir I hikana is lu^t an integral portion of the lianswara Slate and that 
they Imld it independently of tliat St.ue. This claim ivas raised as Ear back 
as A. I). kS{! 8 and carefully examined by Colonel U alter, then Resident in 
Mtovar. in this memorandum dati-d the February, 1887 and rejected,. 
Y<t tiio same claim was put forward by Kao Sangram Singh in his letter to 
llic Assi-L'int. Resident dated the I'Sth Augu.^.t, lyO-i, (see Anue.xure No. 8 
.MemuiMmlnm of ajipc.il) in tiie following words : — 


“I find it necw.irv to point out the fact, with which j-ou arc, I think, 
not convers.int, tiiat link i Shergarh, in which ,S.ilup.it is sitn.itcJ, is not 
a gr.itjt fiom the ban.s-.vara .'“t.-ite. '1 his Ilaka ivas aetjuired by wy aneestor.s 

and f.<r a ci'U'ider.ibly long pe.-io i its relation lias rcinained with 
K heraar.'i. U he t'lionth of thi.-^ jlaka i.s even iiuw paid to Sunth Rampur ' 
and .lhalod. 'i lu: State lias not n-lation with this Jlaka Eve r since, tve 
take Ees Dan (cu--toiiisy heirm.se the whole Ilaka is ours. Therefore the 
inierfercacc of tiie State in tills is not proper.” Tiiis clniin was rejected 
}iy dto A.s'si.'-tam Rc-id^.-it in hi.s decision ag.imsr wliich this appeal is made 
in the following wonls ; — 


“ I have to Htatc that I have looked through old files on the sul)jecu 
From ycur sl-.Ucnienl it is evident liiat your claim is directed towards inde- 
pendence for Sliergarii and the .'-triUig evidence you advance is that you 
give Chmrdi of Ilaka SKcrgarh to Sunth. Rut L am unable to accept your 
claim, l-'r.itn a note of 1887, left by Colonel Walter in his ollice file, it 
ajipfctrs that tile claim was not accepted by him at the time. To the best 
of niy knowledge, there i.s no ruling or precedent that would give weight to 
this ycur claim”. 

(fcc Annoxurc No. I to Memorandum of appeal,) 


Thougli Rao R.ii .Singh in liis appc.al under consideration disclaims 
<in paragrajili 8 and o ) any intention to raise the question of the indepen- 
dence of the Fanswara Durh.ir in rc.spcct of the Shergarh Ilak.t, and 
h.'i.se.s his claim on the f.icL that, prior (o 190-1. the Ranswara St.te 
had never claimed nor collected cn-toins in the Shergarh Ilaka, the same 
arguments a>. put forward in Rao Sangram Singh’s letter are advanced by 
him as cxphiining why the G irhi Thikaiia has enjoyed the S.iyar Revenue 
of the Ilaka mulisturbcd and unintcirupted, continuously and consistently, 
for more tlian a century (sec laragraph 5 of Memorandum c£ appea .) 

As no claim to indc])cndence of the Ranswara State in respect of the 
Shcrtrai-Ii disti-iet in advanced, this matter would require no examination 1 
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"but for the fact that the claim that the Banswara State has no rit>fht to 
interfere with the collection of Sayar, or customs dues, in that district, 
hinges on the nature of the possession of the Rao of Garhi over that tract. 

6. Colonel Walter, in his Memorandum, quoted above, has shown 
that evidence exists to prove that Maharawal Prithvi Singh of Banswara 
“attacked and plundered Sunth and seized the district of Chilkari to the 
South- west of Baiiswara,” that the whole of the estate of the Rao of Garhi 
( Rao Udai SinghJ were confiscated by the Banswara Darbar about i 779, 
when the Rao fled to Udaipur, and that the Rao was only reinstated by the 
Darbar in his Jagir a year later, owing to the intercession of his friends, 
and that in 1802 the Hanswara Darbar again confiscated the estate of Itao 
Jodh Singh of Garhi, who fled to Salumber and died there which estates 
were, four years lacer, regrantad bj' the Durbar to Rao Jodh Singh’s son. 

The fact first mentioned above is further supported by the account 
given in “Chiefs and Lending Families in R.ijputana,” a work quoted, in 
support of his appeal, by Rao Rai Singh in the fourih paragraph of his 
Memorandum) of the Garhi family, from which I quote. 

“of the whole estate, one hundred and twenty-five villages,” comprised 
as the district of Cliilkari were “conquered by Banswara troops from the 
neighbouring state c-f Sunth Rampur in Rewa Kantha and were subsequent- 
ly bestowed free of tribute on Tliakur Agar Singh, the first of the Jagir- 
dars of Garhi who came to Banswara from L'hakarda in Dungarpur towards 
the middle of the Ifitli century and rec-cived from Maharawal Udaisii:gh 
II the Jag r of Wasi) the Leader of the force.” 

In the face of the evidence above mentioned there is no reason to 
accept the statement, unsupported by any evidence as it is made in the 
fourth paragraph of the .Memorandum of appeal that “Shergarh or Chilkari 
as it is otherwise called, was conquered by my anceater Ude Singh (died 
in Samvat 1831 or 1775 A. D.) from the neighbouring Riasat of Sunth 
(Rampur) about the middle of the 18th Century A, D. Ever since its 
conquest, the territory has been in the full enjoyment of Garhi,” Rather 
it is obvious that 

( 1 J The Shergarh Ilaka was conquered by the Banswara troops 
and incorporated in the Banswara State : 

(2J The district was subsequently granted in the Jagir by the 
Banswara Darbar to Thakur Agar Singh, the ancestor of 
the Rao of Garhi ; 

(3) On two occasions the Jagir has been resumed by the Banswara 

Darbar : and that 

(4) There is no reason to consider the possession of the Raos of 

Garhi over the Chilkari, or Shergarh, portion of the Garhi 
Jagir as differing in any way from the nature of their 
possession over the Garhi portion of that Jagir, except iu 
os far a? the former portion wohld 
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eeem to have been originally granted as a special reward for military 
services, in consideration of which no tribute from the Jagirdar of Garhi is 
levied by the Banswara State in respect of the Shergarh district. 

7. Having thus considered the assertions, as to the nature of the 
.possession of the Kaos of Garhi over the Shergarh Hake, made by Rao 

Sangram Singli and reasserted in the present appeal, the further arguments 
and evidence in support of the contention that the Garhi Thikana has 
enjoyed the right of taking the Sayar, or customs collections, of the Shergarh 
llaka uninterruptedly for more than a century, and that this right was 
never challenged by the Banswara State till 1904, requires to be examined. 

8. In the Memorandum of appeal it is asserted that ever since the 
acquisition of the Shergarh Ilaka'by the Jagirdar of Garhi, the Jagirdar 
and not the Banswara State has taken Des Dan (customs) in it and that 
the Garhi 1 hikana has enjoyed the customs revenue of that district un- 
disturbed uninterrupted for more that a century, the continuous and 
consistant enjoyment by the Jagirdar of the right of collecting customs 
dues in the Shergarh llaka being proved by account books from old times 
in the possession of the appellant. 

The proof of this assertion, it is stated that when in 1870 the officials 
of the Banswara State tried to claim right to levy customs in the villages of 
the Garhi portion of the Thikana in respect of which tribute is paid to the 
state by the Rao of Garhi, no claim was then raised in respect to the right 
to collect Sayar in the villages of the Shergarh portion of the Thikana, a 
claim which would undoubtedly have been raised had the officials consi- 
dered that the Banswara State had any right to such a claim. 

This statement has not been supported, as it might reasonably be ex- 
pected that it should be, by extracts from the correspondence which must 
have taken place in respect of the claim raised by the Banswara State. 

9. In this connection the Assistant Resident reports that correspon- 
dence of the year 1871-73 show that the Rao of Garhi complained to the 
Assistant Political Agent that the Banswara Darbar had begun to levy duty 
in his Patta there is nothing iii the correspondence to show that the 
complaint referred only to the Garhi portion of the Thikana. On the matter 
being referred to the Banswara State, the Darbar denied that the Rao of 
Garhi held any sanad exempting the inhabitants of his estate from payment 
of the duty to the Banswara Darbar. The Rao of Garhi subsequently 
made no attempt to prove that he alone was entitled to Sayar collection in 
his Patta, There is nothing on record to show that any definite settlement 
of the respective claims was arrived at but the fact that the Banswara 
State denied that the Rao of Garhi was entitled to take such duties and 
that by the Rao’s own showing the Durbar had been collecting duty in his 
Thikana is evidence rather against, than for the claim that the Jagirdar of 
Garhi has enjoyed uninterrupted and undisturbed, the right to collect 
customs duties in the Shergarh portion of his Thikana. 
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10. It is argued in the appeal that when on several oeeassion, 
in 1S69, 1894 and 1902, the Banswara State made various attempts, with 
help o£ the British Government, to improve its finincial condition, no 
attempt was made to appropriate or even claim a right to collect customs 
in the Shergarh district. Also when various Kamdars oE ihe Banswara 
State tried to improve the Sayar revenue o£ the State, no attempt was made 
by them to claim the right to take the Sayar of the Shergarh llaka, had the 
Darbar any right to such duties in that district such an important item of 
income would not have been neglected, 

This arguement cannot be accepted in the face of the entries in the- 
Bahis of the Banswara State, which show, as reported by the Assistant 
llesident, that duty on exports from the Shergarh llaka were levied by the 
State in 1882 and 1885 and that in 1893 a fine was imposed by the Stat ! 
in respect of the sale on opium in Shergarh on which no duty had bceii' 
paid to the Banswara ftt»te. There is notliiiig on record to show that the 
llao of Garhi raised any protest against the collection of the duties and fine 
alluded to. 


11. A contention raised in the appeal, which has not been rebutted 
in the Assistant Resident’s report on the claim is that, during the minority 
of Rao Sangram Singh of Garhi, the Garhi Thikana was administered 
under the supervision of the Banswara Darbar and the Sayar income of 
Shergarh was credited by the Durbar to the Thikana and not taken by the 
Stale. 

12. The claim of the appellant that the letter fron the Dungarpur 
Darbar dated the 14th February, 1872 (Annexure No. 6 and paragraph h 
of Memorandum directing that the Rao of Garhi "should, for five 
year’s, forego the collection of Dan and Basawa on merchants and pilgrims 
attending the Mela at Sabla (Dungarpur) and passing through the Kio’s 
Pattn, establishes the right of the Garhi Jngirdar to collect customs in the 
Shorg.arh llaka, requires no examination as there is nothing in the wording 
of the letter to prove that it refers tj the Shergarh portion, more than to 
the Garhi portion, of the Thikana. Nor does the letter from “Katari” from 
M.aharawal Lachman Siogh addressed to Rao Ratan Singh of Garhi in 
Satnvat 1920 (Annexure No. 7 and paragraph 10 of the Memorandum) 
contain any special allusion to the right to collect customs in the Shergarh 
district. 

13. It is asserted in the appe.al that it cannot be disputed that Garhi 
has enjoj’ed the Sayar revenue of Shergarh (para of the Memorandum) 
and that the fact that the Rao of Garhi was collecting Sayar in the Shergarh 
llaka was not in 1904 denied by the Assistant Resident. 

It is I understand, admitted that the Rao of Garhi has in the past, 
made collections of the nature of customs duty in that llaka: but the claim 
that the exercise of the rit^ht to take the customs duties of the Shergarh 

O 

llaka, has been acquired, as against the Banswara State, by prescription, is 
not iickupwledged anddsmot, in my opiuipn, proved, prescriptive rights can 




only be obtained by undisputed and undisturbed “user” during a definite 
period of time. The appellant has not established undisputed °and undis- 
turbed user of the right nor has it been proved that he has enjoyed this ^ 
right for such period of time as under the laws governing the acquisition 
of rights by prescription in the Banswara State enable him to claim that 
this is his by' prescription. 

14. The attempt made in the 8th paragraph of the Memorandum to 
prove what has constituted prescription in neighbouring tracts by citiivr 
that in Miewar, where there was a long standing dispute between the Darbm* 
nnd its feudatories, it was decided by the Kaulnama of 1854 that “Dan” 
(sfiyar) etc., should belong to those feudatories who had enjoyed the same 
from the time of Tod and Cobbe as proof that in .\1ewar enjoymient of the 
practice of collecting customs duties for 36 years constituted prescription, 
is based on a misrepresentation of the facts which as mentioned in “Tre-aties, 
Engagements and sanads” were these. 

In 1818 Captain Tod found that many' of the feudatories of Mewar 
were collecting customs duty, etc., By the Kaunama of 1818 it was estab- 
lished that Dan, Bis wall is the right of Government and belongs to the 
Durbar alone. Yet, in spite of this declaration subscribed to by the feuda- 
tories, the collection of customs continued to be made by the feudatories in 
certain 1 hikana and the right of the Durbar to these denied. To pat an 
end to this condition of things, the Ivouhiama of 1854 (subsequently dec- 
lared to be null and void) was devised. In this Kaulnama it was laid down 
that Dan etc., “belong to the Government, ” but those who have had the 
right of collecting ►uch Since Tod's and Cobb'-f time and mho possesses ihe 
necessary sanad deeds mill continu3 co collect them. 

From the above it is clear that only those feudatories who had olfdght 
collected customs since Tod and Cobbe’s time and were in possession of 
sanads bestowing the rights on them were held to have acquired the prescrip- 
tive right to enjoy the same. 

The Rao of Garhi ipossesses no sanad bestowing on him the right to 
collect customs in the Shergarh Ilaka, consequently the condidons of the 
Mewar Kaulnama are in no way opposite nor is the Kaulnama proof that 
S6 years enjoy'ment constitutes prescription in Mewar. 

15, In respect of such enjoyment of the customs duties of the Sher- 
garh district as the Jagirdars of Garhi have had in the past, and as a possi- 
ble explanation of the reason why' such enjoyment may have been permitted 
by the Banswara Darbar, it is suitable to refer to the large induence posses- 
sed, in time gone by, by the Kaos of Garhi in the politics and administra- 
tion of the Banswara State, 

In “Chiefs and Leading Families of RajpuUna” we read that it was Sao 
Katan Singh of Garhi who was most instrumental in getting Lachraa^ Sin^h 
o£ the Surpur family adopted into the ruling house instead of the jvhan 
claimant. The same Rao Ratan Singh was from 1844-52, the first Mana- 
ger of. the Banswara State during Mtiharawal Lachraan Singh’s miaonty 
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*nd subsequently from 1874-76, was it is said, Enmdar ot the State 
while his father Arjun Singh, held the office of ‘-Bhanjgaria” (State Coun- 
cillor) during the Chief ship of Maharawal Bahadur Singh. 

The influence thus possessed would easily account for the exercise of 
the practice of collecting customs duties in Shergarh by the Raos of Garhi 
even though they might have no right to do so, 

16. 1 therefore find. 

(a). That though the Shergarh Ilaka is an integral portion of the 
Banswara State and a portion of the dagir granted hy the Hans- 
wara Durbar to the appellant’s ancestors, that distriet was besto- 
ed in Jagir under very special terms and for special services 
rendered by ^'habur Agar Singh to the Banswara State conse- 
quently the Jagirdar of Garhi is entitled to special consideration 
in respect of the Shergarh portion of the Garhi Thikana. 

((>), That, whether due to the power and influence enjoyed by former 
Jagirdars of Garhi or to other reasons, the Jagirdar of Garhi has 
in the past collected dues of the natuye of customs duty in the 
Shergarh Ilaka. 

(c) , That in 1871-73 the right of the Jagirdar of Garhi to collect 

customs duty in his estate was disputed by the Banswara Dorbar 
and that in subsequent years the Banswara State did collect 
customs duties in the Shergarh district, consequently the claim 
made in the appeal, that the right to collect customs duty in the 
Shergarh Ilaka has been obtained by the appellant, by the pres- 
cription and the uninterrupted and undisturbed enjoyment of the 
practice for over a century, cannot be admitted, and 

(d) f That the assertion that, during the minority of Bao Sangram 

Singh the Banswara Darbar administered the Garhi estate 
and did not then take customs duties in the Shergarh villages 
has not been denied or reluted on behalf of the Banswara 
Durbar and hereby decide, in view of the above findings, tiiat 
(1) The Banswara Durbar are entitled to place a customs post 
at Salupat and Vareth, since the Shergqrh Ilaka is an integ- 
ral part of the Banswara State. 

(2), Though the collection of customs in all parts of the Banswara 
State is a right of the Government and therefore belonged to 
the Banswara Darbar; and though no right to levy customs 
duties in the Shergarh district has been bestowed by specific 
grant on the Jagirdar of Garhi, the Jagirdar of Garhi has, in 
the past, been permitted by the Durbar to make certain collec- 
tion of the nature of customs duties in that district, in view 
of whi-'.h fact and of the special services of the appellant’s 
ancestor which led to' that district being bestowed on him in 
Jagir, free of tribute, the Bao of Garhi is entitled to a share of 
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the customs revenue obtainefl from the Shorgarh rlistriet bv 
the Bnnswara State and that such share should be fixed in a 
liberal manner. 

(3) lhat the net cirstoms revenue alluded to in (2) be shared 

equally by the Banswara State and the Eao of Garhi, so lonq' 
as the latter remains in possession of the Jagir now enjo 3 'ed 
by him. The cost of the collection and supervision of the 
collections of those customs duties being deducted from the 
, grass customs revenue before division of the net customs 
revenue, and 

(4) That this decision to have effect from the date on vhieh the 

customs post was, in accordance with the orders passed in 
1904 by the Assistant Resident in Mewar, established at Salu- 
pat by the Banswara State: but that should any collections of 
the nature of customs duties have been made in the Shergarh 
district by the Rao of Garhi, subsequent to the date aforesaid, 
the same be taken into consideration in fixing the sum due to 
the appellant in respect of customs collections made by the 
Banswara Darbar in the Shergarh district since 1904, 


Dat/sd Udaipur, 
the 2Srd Sepember 1012. 


(Sd.) J. L, KAYE, 

Lt. Colonel, 
liesident in Meicar. 


True copy, 

(Sd.) GOVIND PRASAD, 

Head Clerk, 

Political Agency S. R. Slates. 



